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Robert W. Quinn, Jr.
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Suite 1000
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Ms. Magalie Roman Salas
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

RECEIVED
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~~'S_

RE: Ex Parte
Application by Ameritech Michigan Pursuant to Section 271 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Provide In-Region, interLATA Service
in Michigan. CC Docket No. 97-13/

Dear Ms. Roman Salas:

On Tuesday March 31, 1998, Jim Grudus, Joan Marsh, Susan Faccenda, and I
of AT&T met with Michael Pryor, Jake Jennings, Jason Oxman and Andrea Kearney
of the Common Carrier Bureau's Policy and Program Planning Division to discuss
information regarding Ameritech's Operational Support Systems as well as the
communications that AT&T has had to date with Ameritech with respect to obtaining
combinations of network elements. Attached are several documents distributed
during the presentation.

Two copies of this Notice are being submitted on the following business day
to the Secretary of the FCC in accordance with Section 1.1206(a)(I) of the
Commission's rules.

Attachments

Sincerely,

i~ /)«..,.~/-nv-
I

cc: J. Jennings
J. Oxman
M. Pryor
A. Kearney
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30 Soutn Wac:lI:.r Dnvt
Floor 39
ChiCl;o. IL 60606
Oftlce 3l2l750-5367
fa 3lV609-6307

JeMT.........
Assistant Genelal Counsel

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAil

October 17I 1'997

VVilliam A. Davis II
AT&T
Chief Regulatory Counsel
13Vl Floor
227 West Monrae Street
Chicago, Illinois 60606

Dear Bill:

This responds to your letter to me dated Odober 8, '997, which I received on
October 14,1997. You asked for Ameritech's written position regarding the 50

called UNE Platform.

Bill, AT&T has been fully aware of Ameritech's legal position regarding the UNE
Platform: the UNE Platform, as defined by AT&T, is inconsistent with the
Telecommunicaticns Act of 1996 and not required by the interconnection
agreements between our companies.

As I represented to you and to len Cali. Ameritech agreed to work to implement
the UNE Platform during the time this issue remained unresolved on appeal.
Our agreement to work with AT&T. however, was with the express and mutual
understanding that neither party was waiving its legal rights. As such, your
apparent surprise at Ameritech's decision to "litigate" this issue is puzzling. The
fact of the matter is that the legality of your vision of the UNE Platfofm has been
the subject of litigation since at least the August 8, 1996 release of the FCC's
Fi!JSt Report and Order in Docket 96-98.

The Order on Petitions for Rehearing of the United States Court of Appeals for
the Eighth Circuit, filed on October 14, 1997, now resolves the platform issue.

(I

\
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As the Court held in granting certain petitions for rehearing, including
Ameritech's:

Section 251 (c)(3) requires an incumbent LEe to provide access to
the elements of its network only on an unbundled (as opposed to a
combined) basis. Stated another way, § 251 (c)(3) does not permit
a new entrant to purchase the incumbent LEe's assembled
platform(s) of combined network elements (or any lesser existing
combination of two or more elements) in order to offer competitive
telecommunications services.

As I understand it, AT&T's "assume-as-is" UNE Platform involves access to
existing assembled network elements on 8 combined - as opposed to an
unbundled - basis. As such, AT&T's version of the UNE Platform is inconsistent
with Section 251 (c)(3) , and clearly outside the scope of our interconnection
agreement.

Therefore, continued implementation discussions regarding AT&rs UNE
Platform do not seem produdive. Ameritech recommends, however, that we
begin discussions regarding AT&rs access to unbundled network elements
under our interconnection agreement in a manner consistent with the Act and the
Eight Circuit's Opinion. Such discussion should be coordinated with AT&rs
account management team, which I assume will occur in the normal course of
business.

Bill, if you would like to discuss our legal position in further detail, feel free to give
me or Mike Karson (3121867-5568) a call.

Sincerely,

'I:~
JTL:plj

c: Nell Cox
Mike Karson
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WfllI.m A. ChI••• "
Ctuel Regulalory Counsel
Cenltal Region

John T. L~nab8n, Esq.
Assistant General COW'l.Se1
Ameritcch
30 South Wacker Drive. Floor 39
Chicago, ~L 60606

Dear John:

October 23. 1997

13CI'I Floor
227 We.t Monroe Slreel
Ch,caQo. Il 60606
312 230·2636

I have your response of October 17, 1997 to my lcUct of October S, 1997
concerning the UNE Platform. Obviously our companies have on-going diffm:nces
that are incapable of being resolved in com:spondence between the two of us, but I will
respond bricfly to your letter and address the question of how we may best pursu.e
platform issues going forward.

I am puzzled by your statement that AT&Ts version ofthc UNE Platform is
both inconsistent with Section 2S He) of the Act ami "clearlY outside: the scope of our
interconnection agreement." I understand your citation to the 8· C~uitCoun of
Appeals' decision of October 14, 1991 in connection with the first point (aDd as DOted

we will continue to differ on the merits ofthat reading of the Act); at the same time,
however. there exists clear Slate law basis for the plalform in a Dumber of our states
(e.g., Michigan. IlJinois). Moreover, U to the scope of the interconnection agreements.
I wonder whether IU1d hew your position lakes into account Schedule: 9.S, Sec. I. I',
which provides:

"When AT.tT orders Network Elements or Combinations that are
currem1y iD1acoDl1Cde:d and funccioD&l and remain mteteoDllcctcd. to the
same ..sjm:nt Network Elements, such Network ElcmCDts and
CombiDatioDS will remain intacoDDeCted ad fimdioDaJ without ally
discomacdion or disruption offiaBtionality of such NetWOIk Elements.
Then: sball be no cbarac for such intelCODnCCli.on. CoDlCqUI:Dtly. for
Ameriu:eb retail CUS'tDme1'5 who simply wish to switch their local
scMcc providers and keep the same type ofservice provided through the
same: cqWpmClll, this method ofordcriDS willeccomplish this with no
physical clumles required in the exisUna Network Elc:meau. Under
these c:irlww:DstaDc:cs, it shall not be neccsary for AT&T 10 ~Uocate:
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John T. Lenahan. Esq.
PqeTwo
October 23. 1997

equipment in Ameritcch Central Offices to connect the un~undled

NetWork Element. If shared Network Elements are used., Amcritcch will
be responsible for all engineering, provisioning ami maintcMnCe of
these components to ensure they support the agreed-upon grade of
service."

/
.'

Among lhc network. "combiDatioM" which Ameritceh ac:re= to proYide PWIlWlt to

Section 9.3.4, of course. is me "Unbundled Element Platform with Opetalor ScMc:cs
me Directory Assistance." We read du:sc sectioas ofthc iIlu:rcoa.a.:ctiOD aareemeot to
provide cxpteSSly {or ATATs version of the UNE Platform, lDel I 1m thm:fcm:: at a
loss os to bow Amcriteeh can l"C'Coa.cilc these provisions with its position thaI the
AT&T UNE Platform is "ouuide the scope" of OW' aar=mCZlt.

In any event., and wi1bout prejudice to our lepJ po_iuons, AT&T is~ to
pursue di5cussioftS of ll'N'E Platform issues - iDcludina Amcriteeh'l proposed. approw:h
to ONE availability in light oftbc 88 Circuits rvJina - from aD opcnrioDlLl and
business pe.s:spectivt. In parricular• AT&:T will need to mow with specificity just bow
Ameritech proposes to make each UNE available to n:questi:Dg carriers on a ICpU1IICd
basis in a manner that will allow those requcstiDa can1ers to combine such clements.
Bruce Bennett will be Ulking up thcIe issUC!, CQnsiltCDt with your SUUcstion. in
discussions with Ameritec:h', AT&T a.ccoWll maNgement team.

SiDcercly,

~';I~·
William A. Davis, n

c:c: Neil Co~ Esq.
Mike Karson, E5q.

bee: LeD Cali
Bruce Bcnnen
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Bruce C. 8."Mn
Dllector 01
:>'OClUCl Cehvel"

NO\lcmber 14. -'991

VIA FACSIMILE

DanielJ. Koch.r. Director
PlannlnB and Im~lemcntlllOn

Ameri~cc:h

JSO Nonh Orleans. J'. floor
Chicago, JIIiDois 60654

Dear Dan.

15th Aool
227 W Monroe SIIee,
::hicago.IL 606Q6·5016
312 230·3312
::=Al( Jt2 23~88fS

rn our NDvember 6, 1997 meeting we discussed cc"-in opeRdonal issuGi assacia&cd with Amerilcc:h's
proposed methods (or making lINEs 'vailele ~ ClECs. UlWninl the •• Cimait Court decision is nof
ovenumcd. Ameritcch's response. in IC1Ietal. WIS thaI Ifte CLEC. would be required to ~combinc

. Nct'WorJ;: EICfI1calS in collotation s~.ce purchased on termS and conditions per the lnten:oMection
Atnement. Thislener seu (onh AT&T's undcmandina of Amcriu:ch's requircmcna based on our
discussions and lecks your confirm.~ionof OUT undCftWtdina. Also. AT&T is suomirdnalGdilional
qucstion. to better understand Amcritech's operational plana and requil'erncnlS for rccombined UN~.
Amcritech agn:cd to respond 10 in wriling 10 aclditional qUClllonl on UNE recombining.

Listed below V1I the questions ATkT 3Sked Amenlcch in our meclinB and !he: Amcriccch n:s~onse1 as we
uftde~ta:'ld them:

I. Wh.t.,. the etcmcftU Amcriccc:h will offer 10 CLECs an aD Uftbua"'cd ba.is?

Amcn(cc:h will keep the loop and N1D ,onnceted and will nat provide a loop wichaula NID. The
elemcnts Amcrieech will mAke available: arc: loop and NID combined., locallwifdain! inc:ludinll
sip,ling inhen:Tlt in the switch (includlnl ac:cas CO d,sabael). uuapon - boIh decUc:alCd end
Amcrircch'l vcnion o("shared". lilftdem IwilChinC. W'ldcm 1ftn1~" and OSIDA.

%. How will CLECs bc required 10 rceo.b'". eta••••••au?

Amcritcd\ Rquirn elECs (0 combine elcmenu in colioceUon.,.ce. Each CL£C will require
collocuion space in cac:h ecncraJ office. inctudtnl ""'dIIrn offices. in cmIf:r to ~mpincU'NEI. Al dlc
Main Di.lrihltan Frame. Amcritcch will "diKonnCQ" an niltine loop when a CLEC rumiaha • vaAid
CllltDmCf ftqUat for ••",icc. Amcricech waukS nDDIish jumflCn (or bach "'. toop Mel ...iech .ide
cCll1MdiOll an Amcritcdt 1s Main Dimbudon Fl'U'fte ("MDFI. An Ameria:ch·...,raval child parry
"Cftdor would be rcquin:d to a&&bliah &h. conn=an~ the collOClllion AI_1IId ....mcch's
MDf. Ttw CUe: will establish its oww, MDf in iu calJocman cqe and will b_ Ullc ror
phYliQlly crass-eoMceting loop jumpcn and line pon jwapen en ia MDF.~_ indical8d dw
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O~n Kocher
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3 ClfC may make all the connections within iu cage It onc time. Additionally, Ameritech indicated
lhat In Intermediate Distribution frunc ...·lDF..) connection between iu MDF ana the collocation cage
may also be: required in somc central offices. Amerile:cn said it would nat utilize .. common frame
outside ofthc collocalion sp:lce 10 tenninate: multiple CLECs' croq-connccu. Moreovcr. cross
connc-=tion of Amcritech switching wun dedicated tRl\SfIOt"t tt'Unks would be pcnonned in Ute:
collocated splICe under Amerilech's definition of "shlnd" n'lnspon.

3. Does AlUcritc:ch allow CL.tCs to '''arc tile lime inCcrofllcc transport used by 4meritech?

No. A CLEC purchasing UNE izuergtlice manspon will be purchasing dedicated interoffice~ and
cannOI simulr.aneously use the lame interoffice ausport used by Amcritech.

~. Can CLECS purchan "me'itech ' , "shared" tnnlpan in quantities sm_Ucr than a full trunk
irvuP?

The lowest quantity cUTTemly negotiated and practically imph:mcnted for intcrc:oMc~ion is the OS I
level. Upon request. Amc:rifcch will split the "shared" traJ\Sport bill for. OS 1 among sharing CLEu.

s. How don AlDeriu:ch eomplcte a line usignment tor Us uiseln. cuuomen'?

A physical disconnection and rc:caMcction o&n is not necQ,S&U'Y whon an exisfina loop is assigned to
an Ameritech cu.stOmer: ratheT. Aomerirecn is able fO accomplish this r.a.sk via an electrOnic (kcybolU"d)
input.

6. Doa a CLEC ban to purcha.e .1,II.Ung lepence from .",itcbhl.1

No. On Ute Hne side, the linc clU'd has sip.ling ILl an c",bc:ddcd function. On the tr1.IZUc lide, a CL.EC
can purchase cither MF or SS7 tNnks. Thc basic sipalinl capCilicy is inham" in the switch;
sienalina is nat ordered separately if switehina is ardawd. i'hil baic slpaling c:apabiliry includes
access co dlo Amcritcch dacabasc3 (Le. 800/181,911. LIDS, etc. daDbUII). A CU~C purchuing
switching and 557 truNa doe, nOI have to pun:hase separate 1U:e:eu co Amerirech's sianaHoi netWork
and ulociated dacaba.scs. Signaling includes bath reAP and ISUP silllaling.

7. . Wftcn will Aracritech'l llnClundlcd elements ordertftlluidc be updated eo reOet:' the 8'· circuit
court rullni?

Amcrircch promised to furnish a dlte for upd.uing its IInbundlcd ordcrinlluide. (AT&T posed this
question 10 our Amcrilcch Account MMqer on 10123197 and is 'Iill waitilll fot an an.",cr. Amcr1tcch
has a metAic an it3 WEB sill: indiclling thll thc unbundlc:d.ordering luidc will be updated 10 reflect
the S'" Circuit Coun ruling).

8. Will Amcritccb allow ClECt 10 ret:omblnc UNEI wlchout cailocaUoft7 Is Allleritcch combinIng
dcrncnu ICHlay ~l. a rcmole lcrmi.al?

Am~tcebrequires collo~eian for CL.EC rec:ombininl of UNEs. For thc VISI majoricy ofAmcritcs:h's
own CYlramen. service is provisiollcd 'II•• somwllR upda&e ulina a rcmOIe IeminaJ. Amcriccch
makes I phY'l!QJ connection co provide service only for new lines (e.l. second lines).

9. Are th.n ..,. ,lIa. ClEC, na h.". direct .Cc:CU .0 ch. AlDeritceh MDF! Is then: .aRwllre Co
recDmbl•• without a ph,.ice. reca.,u.aIDo'1

4mcricccn docs not "'Iici~.tc~rovidinlCLECs dim:t tu:c::css lC AmmlCcft equipment. Amcritcdl has
nOlliven any thou!hlla a software- baaed method of recambiftinlScpvatc elcmcnis.



Dan KDcher
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10. Whit happen. if Amerituh does not nne sufficient room (0 lu:commodlte CoUGel.ion in a
specific e.nlral oroce?

Under these circumstam:es. Ameritech would allow virtUal collocetian. ana would require Amcritech
escon ofthe CLEC technician 10 perform work on the \/inuaUr collocateD c~uipment.

11. Can CL£Cs pre-wire in a collc)calion space?

Ameriteeh will not prohibit a ClEC (rom prewiring in ilS collocated space. A CLEC~ alsD prewire
all of ilS tic lines 10 and from the MDF (or (OF when: one elltisu) It one lime.

12. How will Ameritedl ensure coordination of the loop and line pon connection. for ellch CLEC
cUltomer lervice order?

The ClEC would have to specify the physical al'pelll.ftccs ofltlc loop and switch line port on the
indiyidual orders: Ameritec:h hu processC$ in place to coordinate the separate ordcl"$ required for dle
loop and the line pOll on the switch.

13. How many loop and line pDn jumper connections could Amcritcch complete in a ,inlle da~?

Ameri~cc:h indicllted there is il physical limit to the number ot conve"ions ....hich can be done in any
given day because of the manual effort involved. but we not able to quullify thill limit. To date.
Amcritech has not compleled Any srudics or given any thought to what the maximum number of daily
connections would be.

14.....llum•• CLEC Intend$ (0 purchase coUocaclon Ipace lolely for pUrpOles of recombining the
nftClMry UNEllnco the platform coftlbi",adon. rattler .haa pun:huial collocalion IpacI lor
provtcllna ractUlles-b••cd Icn-iec. and 'beRfon will nal "net .pace for equipment ,"eh I' lilM
luide equipment: under ttlese eire:"fDltane:cs will A..eritech allow 'he CLEC to purchase
coUocadon Ipace In Incremenu Ie.. ,tlatl lOa squIre (ecl1

Yal. Ameritech will recon3idcr minimum lINE eollocalion spacCi requirements. and will provide
AT&.T with a response on this questiDn.

15. CoUae,Uon requiremel11S ",illincte.lc the loop lenllh. Ir Ihil additlonlilenlih necelsiCIlei loop
conditioning, who is re3ponsiOIe (or perfarminllhe conditioning - ..~meritech or the CLEC~

The CL.EC is responsible.

16. Will Amcrlceeh pro"Wc elECs aceCII 10 Its -"Iiae.rint re~ordl.li"ccthe record. need 10 be
upctac~d ta renee. the new loop ICRlth co cnlure MLT tatinl works prop.rly?

AI ft"eullY. accen to records Will be Jjre'fided. Amerit:ch said it would invelcialce MlT impllclS of
irs collocation pro"osal and will provide AT&:T an answer.

Amcrilcch has responlibili~ for the "tual maunenancc of the elemenu and IftC CJ,.EC bu
responsibilitY far prapcrl~combining che elements. The CLEC must identify ud sectionaHz.: thl;
maintcnllncIIlJroblem. The CL.EC mUSI notify Amcrilcch which clements are nat workinC properly
and Amcritcch Will initilu: eome"...e Ilction. Amcritech will f)TOvida CLEes &CCcal 10 Ihc neccuary
maincenance lools and diqnosucs.
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Lisu:d below Ire: addhional questions related lQ Ameritcch's rcquiremcnu fer ClECs to recombine
unbundled network clc:mcn~:

18. Has Ameritech developed methods Ind pfocedUfC' to describe how it will separate alreacly-combined
elcmenu Md hQ\M CLECs will be fequftci [0 recombine clements? Ifnat, when will this be done and
whcn will dlc Mlt.P's be ayailable: [0 Cl£Cs?

19. What ass imp.as ate antl,ipated from Ameriu:ctl'. rccombinins proposals? What ass will
Ameritec:h aCl;C$lIutUizc to seplU'ale clemenu Ind ..,i11 C1.ECs utilize to rcc:ombinc clements? How
will Ameritech provide CLECs access to these OSS7

10. What impact docs Ameritech's rccombinin& prtlpoul have on enlinec::rinl and inventory records?
What RCanb will Amcritcch access or modify to ItlpIftlC alrMdy cOMeeud eletMftll'1 What records
will need to be a"cueci and/or updata1 for a CLEC to complc:te recombinalion of UN&? What b
Amariteeh'. plan to a~uru.ely mauuain such records7 How will.mulQple: CL.ECs .....ing ~combiftod

lINEs be given access to Amcritech', enlincerinllftd invC1\tory records?

21. Has Americcl:h involtiiatcd any ahematiYes to collocation for the re=mbination of nC'tWor¥. clemcnu
(for example, providing CLEes dlrcct ICcca. to Ammteeh's network equipment for physical
recombining or togical separation and recombining)? If 10. what are Ameritcch's reuons for nat
makinK thao altematives available to CLECs7 IfnoL when will this invenigation be done?

11. Will Ameritet:h have any resDictions on the n~mber of recombined UNE C\IJ{omClr1 which may be
convened to CU::Cs on I daily basis?

23. How quickly can Ameritcch instaJl collocation caics in aU oflho Amentcch Michilln ccrtQ"llI offic=?

24. What is the availability of collocated 'pace in each Arnc:riuch central office' Plc:ue describe any
IimltatioN which may ellist.

25.. Aaawning. CLEC hu prcwired 1001' and s".,itch cOl\.Qeaions in iu colloc:ation space to blocks on
Amerieed! MOF ancilor IOF fTamcs, what is the expaC'ted duralion of cwtomer down timc for
convenion of an uistins Amctitceh Cl!JtOf!1CT tl) • UNE CLEC C\LICOmer1

~6. How doea Amcritech propose to femedy the proYisioninglservil:c paritY iSluel UlOCiltcd with its
collocation proposal e.g., (I) elecD'Cnic provilioninc vs manual p",visianina: (2) additional loop
lengU1$; (3) additional pouiblc pOInts of faiture':'

nUlnlc you for your cooperarion on this maa.cr. If you havc any qUClrions I can be rrachcd ar (312) 2J0
J312.

~~1',...1f..~)
BNce Bonnett

BB/cv



November 18. 1997

Bonnie Hemphill
General Manager - AT&T CLEC Sales
Amcritech Information Industry Services
350 North Orleans. Floor 3
Chicago, Illin~is 60654

/

Dear Bonnie:

U &T CC::'::lle CO~/II'

:!27 WeSI :.:~,roe

01lCA90....~:ll' 60606

As mentioned in my last correspondence to you the AT&T Collocation team would meet
to discuss and develop a collocation forecast for Ameritech. At that meeting, several
observations were noted Which impact the coordination and development of the forecast
data which we are to provide to Ameritech. In light of Ameritech's position regarding
the 8th Circuit decision on the method of combining network clements, and its insistence
upon combining network elements through collocation, the team needs to reconsider the
impact on our collocation requirements in Ameritcch end offices. Our current collocation
data and analysis must now be re-evaluated to detennine how to factor in this criterion.
Consequently, in order to provide you with an useful forecast, 1 have requested that the

.AT&T Collocation team reassess our current forecast data and make the appropriate
modifications.

The reassessment aod analysis of these revisions would ultimately impact the initial
timeframes reflected in Section 6.2.5 (Collocation Planning) of the Implementation Plan.
AT&T proposes to provide Ameritec:h with a two-year rolling revised annually forecast
starting on January 20 1998 for the Termination Points. Existing Space. Future LSQ's in
Existing Market and Future LSO·s. We would also submit on a two-year rolling revised
Quarterly forecast for Power staning on January 20, April, July, and October
respectively. The team has developed forecast templates in which to provide this
infonnation to Ameritech (Attachments 1-4). A two-year forecast that does not account
for the latest information, in this case consideration of Ameritech' s position on the 8th
Circuit decision.. does not provide it's intended value. Given the dynamic nature of this
business it also seems appropriate to consider a six month tNt up option in the two-yeu
forecast. As ofthis time however.l can inform you that AT&T has no plans for
coUocation in Wisconsin or Indiana for 1998. Should that plan c:hangc due to our
business needs. I ,"ill notify you in a timely fashion so as to provide you with adequate
time to respond to the requirements.



Your feedback on this proposal is necessary for our team to move forward.
If you have any questions or need further clarification regarding the aforementioned I
can be contaCted at 312-230-2450.

Antoincne Thomas

Copy to:
Steve Hunsberger
Rhonda Johnson
Dan Noorani
Rob Polete
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Bruce C. s."".n
Director or
PrOdUCl Delivery

December 16. 1997

VIA FACSIMILE AND US MAIL

Daniel J. Kocher. Director
Planning and Implementation
Ameritech
3SO Nonh Orleans, 3rd Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60654

Dear Dan.

.t5tn Floor
227 W. Monro. Slr••t
Chic:eljlo.IL SoeOtl-S01S
:; 12 230·3312
FAX 312 230-8886

1am following up on the status of a response to my November 14. 1997 letter (attached) I sent
you following our November 6, 1997 meeting. Included in the letter is a series of questions we
asked Ameriteeh at the meeting and AT&T's understanding of Ameritech's responses. We also
included questions related 10 Ameritec:h's requirements for CLECs to recombine unbundled
network clements which were nOl specifically addressed at the meeting. It has bccno\lcr a month
since r sem you the lener which Amcritech agreed to respond to in writing. and I have not
received a response. We would really llpprcc:i8te Amcritcch's llnswen to these questions as
quickly as possible.

If you should have any question~ or would like to discuss anything J can be reached at (312) 230
3312. Thank you in advance for your cooperation on this matter.

Sincerely,

Bruce Bennen

BBlcv

Attachment

cc: Bonnie Hemphill
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81'\1_ C. Bennen
Director of
Produci Delivery

January 28. 1998

.'

VIA FACSJMn.E AND U.S. MAIL

Daniel J. Kocher. Dircctor
Planning end Implement,nion
Ameritech
JSO North Orleans. Jrd Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60654

Dear D~n,

251h FlcClr
227 W. MClftrOe Street
Chago. IL 60806·5016
312 230·3312
FAl( 312 23~86

I am following up on the: status of a response to my December 16, 1997 and November 14, 1997
letters regarding Ameritech' s requirements for CLECs to recombine unbundled network
elements. We have nOI yet received the response you agreed to provide and therefore can only
assume that we have correctly charactcrized Ameritecll's position on r~ombinationin the
November 14. 1997 }ener.

If Amcritech's PQsition on Ihese issue! has changed we would greatly appreciate a response to
our letter.

Sincerely,

Bruce Benncn

BB/ey

cc: Bonnie Hemphill
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JSD N. 0rIcaL r-.3
CIIitqIt. miMis _SI
"'-e: J12I335-6559 Faa: 3121335·2927

..... a..pllill
CeHnI M•••pr • AT&T

Febnary 10. 1998

Mr. SNCC Bam.c:n
Dira::tor' ofP.'l'DdUCl Deiivcy
"TAT /
'2Z1 W. Moarac.~ floor
ClulalO. lUiucri.s 60606

Dclr8NCC.

Thil f'l:SlICIRd.s 10 yaw' letter ofNovembcr 14. 1997 to Om Kocher.d sublequml
c.aucspaDdmcc~g the NCMlIII.ba' 6.. 1997 rna:Da1 what 0., MiD Kanan ad Jwa'e

invited IS)..-'til Mawa:D UmCIQ. Bob Shcny. Bob FuGaaC IDd yaunelf CODCCiWaa
AT4r"s .wI)' &g ClDlD.binc Derwark daDCIIU pu:rsual1Q die Eipm Cin:uit Court's NJinl.
1luIl mcr::r:iDg was be&d as a follow-up to Jalua 1..czII,Mn'5 Ortober, \7, 19971Cfta'.

At mat mr- bou:r ID..cAA1o .. d.c:scib.cl in -.u baw "";flKb tDday pnwiclcs KICCSS Ul

~ dalKllti and how AT4:.T coWd., ifh c:b.~ ICI do IG., UIO~.. gjS'iDIIllftilll8ClDCllts 10

cam.binc...Dll.'Wc:ft ch:mcnt5 wiUllu own ftldUdes or willl aa. .......cxk ett::lGallS 1IID"tidal
by Amc::ma:b to P'ft"V'ic:le tdt::lCGQUZlunlcc1CN sc:Mca. While aur disceuian deIII. wim ddails.,
1hc subja::r a:uac:r iaclf _&1 nCll acw CD my ofus. 'l'k mmDc:r in which Ama'ita::h l'"Widcs
ac:ca.s Ul tbae neNtOl'k clemans b.a.$ been eeu:mivdy d.cx:\Im.c:nr:e at Amaieecb's web sice, in
our IaIcn;ann-=z:ian Asr-ment md iu auoc:i&ed 1ml'lc:mautian Plm. MClin the dlousmds of
paps filed we AmeriUld1's two 211 applic::cicm.

Dum; die 1Il-maa. we cmphali.la:llbe foUowUlg ,0=:

1. ~ta:b bas ,,",vida:! adIc:r CLEC. wid\ IGCCII La feu oftb=-=ds ofUDbuIadled
loas- wbic;h lave been IU9'I"'IfuUy c.ambiDGd wi1.biD dime c:aricn' n_cab CO Ml'VI:

Ikir "Ipam... PTuc:ecbns hnc t..D ca_IiUud to~ the c:li.lc:lDnDeclaa of
Amcri1lll:h', raai1 sc:rvic:e with d1.e imsz,lIciaa ofa CLEC's $Cft'icc 10 miDimlZIC my
CIIIIlDIftCl' incan~cnc:edurin, the umsluva.

2. AmlDCK.h cb:s not diCllll& IG AT4T baw 1IIIlWGIk... 1M iI pwp:;Ina" sbDuld "e
...-....s OIl Sftaal C1SXPwaas Om~C&iu::wd.... '_'..-k by tlte
ATAT .+ aulivcs m. Ameritech was~B"AT.T co~ann cauiD
f\D:riaal in CGmbininlllsworit e1aDG:ID.

3. AIIbo. it is 08YtCNI t.bas COftibilaiq cr.awck dCllDtmS as mqo a'C ClloftaItJy pnwida!
c:Ia bI:~Iisbcd iD callOClll:ion IJ*Z. Allsmlllil::ft is apaI co ncpJIillC .,,. odlCf'



· ,

tecbDiQJly f..iblelltanaDve tbc AT&T~ &0 pcopose. AT~T indicated Ihat. it
wwld ..m'kinc suc:h a prapau! .hard)'.

UDfartuumly, allhoup the mec:riDs .. azablisbcd tQ cx.ebIDp Gili' i P.;rive views ofUte
court'. dccisicm. oacr: Ibem~8 suned you pnrwidtd liale a:pbnMioa of AT"T's position on== iuue. YfIfA sWICCllhc yau.1IIa'c nat~ to dilQ&ll AT&T'J views a lUI tiDIc.
Sewoaal dma cIuritI8 the ltIIaing, you en' CIne ofda.e ...ATAT "p' aves iad:icaed elm
ATAT was psqsaring ahanaiv8 ....pmenu which it immd-' to fanully prapoac to
Amcri'rIJdJ. As dlam-ma adjoumal, it wu Amaiwll's 'DIrt diD." ATA.T waulcl be
mMine d:ane pcupoals if! dle"c:u fumrc. It.,. to the-~~..~
1""- to iUpaad. NCIII11 thItK: lIIamDs ba~ ,.".a:iam..mcaiDa. To disc. Amc::ftla:b bIilI
fide nai¥.t my pn:IpIIaI$ &c.a ATAT cYCD. thauP tho £ill= Circuit', arda' _ dec'ma &be
rmpcIftS11rility}o combine nClWork etmllaID ns&:I -nth ATAT, Gal Amaitedl.

W"nb n:prd &.D Uac Ngyc:nstJcr 14- WhUpautJc::all:C, I mas& 1dmiI1bll1ba'c..1GI'DC pUilZlcaacm
00 our put -Mn~ r-=eived yfltlr doauDcm wbc,.,.,~..AT"T was ptepa'ias to

~ nc:w-iasica. aD an&ll:lelftlll::ive pl'llplBill to the "illiD, collcar.iClll maeaaCllts. OUr
aricUal iDsmr:iaa wu to R:!pOIIcl wbcD AT&T sh.I:red am pzapoMl with us· IWwcvcr. 1 think it is
now obYi-. 1M )'CNI' prvp:auJ is delQad. You ma" Nfw co the Ibrcc poiDtI Jiacd .a.we as an
ac:eunr.e IU:I:D!II.lIrY of Amaitecb'$ ~mOQ IiIO Ameftudl'l wimppa'lIDd Ibility tID prvvide
--=cu to DaWCII'k d.-cIS to WI the:')' CID be: aambilM:d by AT"T('trida cI_1s proviGc:d in Ib.c
CSlmSiw docum '.iCX1lDmtioacd earlier).

I ... believe tbat AT&.T's posi1:i.azl CC"'!.iaed mita fc:aGIIIIl... crfNCMDIIcr 18, 1997 ael
o..-ubc:r Ja.. 1991 ... d.isiDpnuous. SidlX AT~T has stad1UUy~ II) &ll:lt'pl bCidi a.e
ON'£ piaiiriii iMI iiincl1RnlpQrt cl8fiDitic:N~ ill our IaDF Tioa ApGUId or"
E1pm Ciraait's NLiIlp. dKy GOwcluve n.o Unpaa: an ATATa IIiURy to NI.fill its CGDII'II:IU&.I
otIUpzimlS n.- fCII'8:IUES. In my cue. .me: you DOW haw QUI'" "'"M liMn IbauJd be be
Nftt1cr impaf;mcm to your forceastiugp~

11110 nat.cU1l1 ATa.T has pubUr;ly azmauncecllbll:adam:nem·ofita R:Wc dfons~
subumc:ial order' YDNma c;ornmuc tbrou.Ib 0Vl .-vice GaftC". I 1m cwiCNI U U)~ VUs
1I'II'IOUDIZI'fan. a1CIDI with Ibe Eiplb Circuit's Nliq, will ft:II!lt in. c:ha.pi position wil"'~

U\c VNE P1al:form. wbidvfor 111 iDtaIt INS f"IIPD'CS w. nad1iq IIUft Ul8D laIale8I TEUUC
ra:s. If YDU bawe &Dy intonn..uan wi1;h tqVd to ~Issi~_ you would be -wiUini to

~. A.Dua'ite:b wouJd apprecice i1-

Brw:a. to the ectc:at you ""'sh to aw::r icC! mmDiDs:flaJ dMlOSUI' aD 'I" ....ORk __an
CGlDDiuliaa altaMlivc:s. yaur KI:aUIIt ftlIIm IIIAmai~ smu!I ....y 10 da 10. Whm you
cHaiD me audlariz'&an to GiSQISS Utesc ite:as., plc.c &:cl &lie tg faNta aDY propa'.b y_ wish
AI'aIIriulcb to c:aasi=.



Bruce C. Bennen
Director 01
Product Deliyery

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Bonnie Hemphill
General Manager
Ameritech Infoonation Industry Services
350 North Orleans
Floor 3
Chicago, IL 60654

Dear Bonnie:

February 27, 1998

25th Floor
227 W. Monroe Str••1
Chic:ago.IL 60806-5016
312 230-3312
FAX 312 230-8886

I am in receipt of your February 10, 1993 letter n:plying to my letter ofNovember 14.
1997. Your letter fails lo respond [0 AT&T's requests - contained in my initial letter and
reiterated in follow-up correspondence on December 16, 1997 and January 28, 1998 that
Ameritech clarify and confirm its position on the manner in which it proposes TO make available
unbundled UNEs to CLECs. inc:luding an explanation of how Ameritech combines UNEs for its
own use and how Ameriu:c:h will separate UNEs that are curn:ntly combined. The infonnation
we requested is essential for AT&T to evaluate whether your current collocation-based offering is
a reasonable means to c:ombine Ameritech UNEs (loops and switches), as .....ell as to assess
possible altematives.

Your letter attempts 10 suggest that Ameritech has not responded to my November 14,
1997 letter because it has been waiting for 8n AT&T proposal. What we agreed to at our
November 6, 1997 meeting, however, was that AT&.T would summarize in writing what it
understood Ameritech's posilion (0 be on those questions, and that Amcritech would respond in
writing, and that W8S nOllied to any AT&.T alternative proposal. If, as you contend, you were
"puzzled" by my NO\'cmber 14<1\ letter, presumably you remained puzzled by my subsequent
requests for the information, and yet you never called and never responded. If Ameritech had a
different understanding, in other words, it was incumbent on Ameritcc:h to respond in some
fashion rather than simply remain silent for lh.rec months.

Your latest letter, moreover, is not responsive:. We fully understand that Amcrite~hhas
provided CLECs ""ith their own switches access to your unbundled loops by using collocation 10

connect to their networks. AT&T's questions were posed to gain an undcnwlding ofwhetker
Ameritech's collocation product, designed for connecting UNEs in an environment for CLEC
switch providers to access unbundled loops in yoW' network, is reasonable when Ameritcch
provides both the loops and the switch. As we disc:usscd in our meeting. it is AT&i:Ts view that



Bonnie HcmphiIJ
Februuy 27. 1998
Page 2

collocation as a mcmod to connect an lLEC's own switches with its own unbundled loops serves
no valid commercial purpose. but additional information, which only Ameritech holds, is needed
to more fully evaluate this issue. The "three points" and the "extensive documcntation" which
you outline in your leUcr thus rail to address the qucstions posed in my lc:tter.

Furthcr. your statement thAt 1 or anyone else from AT&.T said we were not authorized to
discuss AT&Ts views is just plain wrong. We came to the meeting seeking clarific.tion and
detail around Ameritech's position, as indicated above. It is, after all. up to Amcritech to state
how it proposes 10 make unbundled UNEs available to CLECs based upon the Bill Circuit's
dccision, before CLECs can detenninc how they might be combined. Additionally, however, we
discussed prclim~arily AT&"rs proposal to utilize the "recent change process" to separate and
r~onncctAmeritech's unbundled loops and ports, although of course not in the level of de:tllil that
would be necessary to work through those issues. As indicated below, we are prepared to pursue
those discussions.

Frankly, Bonnie, thinking back on this Ameritech's insistence upon attorney involvement
in what should be business meetings, prior even to exploring the technical and operational issues.
appears to be a big part of the problem. In an effort to proceed on a business to business level, I
would suggest the following. First, I would appreciate a response to our questions included in my
February J0, 1997 letu;r. S=:ond, 1 propose we schedule a meeting to discuss AT&T's "recent
change proposal" in greater detail. approximately a week subsequent to Ameritc:c:h1s response to
our questions. The meeting would be held without attorneys present. As indicated in Bill Davis's
letter to John Lenahan on October 23 I 1997. AT&.T is prepared to pursue these discussions,
without prejudice to either party's legal position. from an operational and business perspective.
You are exactly right when you say these issues should be worked through the account team.

Your prompt written reply would be appreciated. Please call if you would like to discuss
any aspect of this maner in greater detail.

Sincerely,

Bruce Bennett

BS/ev
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March 16, 1998
VIA FAX: (31%) 230.1834 & FIRST CLASS MAIL,

Vice~c;nt • Canal StatA LoGal scm" OfI&D;zarion
AT&T,
227 WCit Momoe Street, 1311I Float
Chicago, Illinou 60606

Dear SiT or Mad.am:

I am writing pursuant to SC(;tian 29.3 of the !nt~As:n:cmentsunderScc:tions 251 and
2.52 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 by and between Amcntech ISld AT8l.T (individually u¢
collectively. the "Apomc:nt'j to nlquUc tczlGgotistion ofc=..uin proviCons oftbc A&reemenl in li,r,b.t of
the tinal anc1 Dona~calable c:ieciSlon of the United States Co\Q"t ofAppcaJa for the Eighth Cirtu~( ;n 1rl.~

llSjijtics Beard v. F.C.~.. 120 F.3d 753, (81/0 Cir. 1997), whidl dCClsion va.cated CutaUl rules containt: in
Part 51 orTiclc 47 ofthe Code ofFcdcnl Re~ons(~uc:h vacaecd ru.les rdc;ned to hcreiI1 as t~.e

-Va.e:au:d Rules").

As yea know, the Vacaled Rules Wenl in df'e::t when the Agreement was negotiated, a:bitro1 .-:i,
signed and 3pproVcd. COnslileDt with Section 29.3. the Eiihth CJn:uit'. tmal u4 rumJq)pcalablc
r"-,=ision vac;tIng the Vacate4 Rule.s gives rise to an uAm.eAcbent to theA~' (as defiueQ in SccU07. ;~9.3

he Agreement) and AtDc:ritc;b therefore:: dcm:mds renegotiation ofthc: provisions in the Agreement
tnat w~e aifected by such Anu:ndmc:nt to the Act.

In kl:e?ing with the good faith req~cment ofScetion 29.3. Ameri.t=hrcqucsts that AT&T
identify a point ofeonw:t to negotiate the amendmc::nL Ac:cotdinB!Y. pleuc idcDtify 10 me in writl1gby
no later than March 23, 1998, AT&T'li point of contact and I will have the applicable Ameritcch ,:, ~. ,
negotiation team conta.Ct that individual. '(; ,

... '
If you have any questions, please c;ill me at (312) 335·6531.

SW;acly.

c;c: Bennie Hc::mpbi[!
AT&:.T Vice President· Law & Government Affairs
Y1A FAX; (312) 230-S!35

" '

., .
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· Mareh23. 1998

.Via Fax and U.S. M2il

Mr. Michael J. Kmon
Vice President & General Counsel
Ameriteeh Information industrY Services
350 North Orleans
Floor 5
Chicago, IL 60654

Dear Mike:

13th Floor
227 w.t Mcnroe Srnaet
ChIc.I9C. IIIincis i0606 .
312 230-2645

,\/:

, .
,.~..

,
•..

...
!

.~.,.

This is in response to Ted Edwards' March 16, 1998 letter proposing that our
· companies renegoti.atc certain provisi011S of the InterCOnnection Agreement in E~t of

the "final and nonappealable" decision of the United States Court ofAppeals fer the
· Eighth Circuit.

· Since Ted's letter is not explicit, please submit to me, in writing, the specific
provisions of thc Interconnection Agreement that you wish to renegotiate and indicate
thc basis for thaI request (i.e., please cross-reference those provisions to the "fir.:it and
nonappealable" portions of the Eghth Circuit's decision). Upon rcceipt, AT&1. can
both deteuniDc if our companies are in agreement with the status of the portit't'{s)' of'
the order in question and how to move forward under Section 29.3 of the ...
.Interconnection Agreement

Sincerely,

Pbilip S. Abrahams

cc: Ted Edwards - Amcriteeh
Jane Medlin
Bill West

I

, "

~

I,
.,
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NOTEBAERT SAYS AMERITECH CAN'T FOLLOW FCC SEC. 271 'ROAD MAP'

.CmCAGO -- Although Ameritech initially was enthusiastic about FCC development of "road map"
for RHCs to use in meeting requirements for long distance entry, company has found after further study

that it's "impossible" to fOI.lOW t?ose dir~ctions,Ame~itec~Ch~n. Richard Notebaert tOld. re~orters ~u~:Js,
in news conference here. He saId Amentech has deCIded It can t file any more entry appltcattons unttllt
determines whether new FCC members will have different interpretation of Telecom Act checklist
requirements. He gave keynote speech at USTA convention here earlier in day.

Road map is nickname for guidance included in FCC order in Aug. denying Ameritech's Sec. 271
request to offer long distance in Mich. In that order, Commission outlined what RHC needed to do to
win approval of application. Ameritech last summer hailed that action as victory for RHCs because FCC
never before had issued directions to meet checklist.

/

However, on c1qser study company discovered it would have to spend at least $200 million and more
than year's work to meet some requirements involving billing, operational support systems and
certain technical details of interconnection, Notebaert said. He said guidelines would require changes in
billing system.- for example, to accept 6 entries instead of2 -- and infonnation that isn't even available
now. He said company is waiting to see whether FCC will clarify problem when it rules on BellSouth's
Sec. 271 petition in Dec. Ameritech officials said they have held many meetings with FCC staff in effort
to resolve problem but haven't received any assurance that revisions wil1 be made.

Ameritech also is hesitant to file for Sec. 271 entry until it determines how newly constituted FCC wil1
interpret recent ruling by 8th U.S. Appeals Court, St. Louis, on unbundled elements and shared transport,
Notebaert said. He said court's language on rebundling was "very straightforward" but so was its earlier
language on forward-looking pricing that FCC interpreted in way that RHCs found questionable. In
pricing case, FCC had continued to apply forward-looking pricing principles in reviewing Sec. 271
applications, action that RHCs have challenged in court. Because of uncertainty at federal level,
Ameritech "isn't pushing very hard" to win state approval for long distance entry, Notebaert said.

In his speech at USTA convention, Notebaert urged telcos to be "imaginative" and "bold" in facing
newly competitive world. Like other speakers' at this year's sessions (see separate story, this issue), his
comments almost took fonn of pep talk to smaller companies. He said that increased competition in
cel1ular market helped Ameritech by encouraging it to try harder to meet customers' needs and to offer
digital cellular service quickly. As result, he said, Ameritech has experienced 30% annual growth rate.
By being "bold" and entering cable market when some predicted failure, Ameritech is "winning more
than a third of the cable households where our service is up and running," he said.

Notebaert said that meeting customer needs is best way to compete: "Our future is in the hands of our
customers. Nothing has more bearing on our ability to prosper than to see the world through their eyes."
He said some in audience might point out that they didn't offer cel1ular or couldn't see getting into cable
since they count customers only "in the thousands." Notebaert warned that "that kind of thinking is the
path to oblivion" and all companies must "unshackle our imaginations and, as we like to say at
Ameritech, look at this business through the windshield rather than the rear-view mirror."

CDviaNewsEDGE
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BEFORE

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the ReView of Ameritech
Ohio's Economic Costs for Interconnection.
Unbundled Network Elements. and Recipro
cal Compensation for Transport and Termi
nation of Local Telecommunications Traffic.

)
)
)
)
)

Case No. 96-922-TP-UNC

1

2

SECOND ENTRY ON RE}iEARING

The Commission finds:

U) On June 19. 1997, the Commission issued an Opinion and
Order addressing in detail the total element long run incre
mental cost (TELRIC) studies submitted by Ameritech Ohio
(Ameritech) in this matter. These TELRIC studies were in
tended to establish the rates for unbundled network elements
which Ameritech proposes to charge competitors for prOVi
sioning unbundled network elements as reqUired by the Tele
communications Act of 1996 (1996 Act)! and this Commis
sion's local service gUidelines set forth in Case No. 95-845-TP
Cal (845 Guidelines).

(2) On September 18, 1997. the Commission issued an Entry on
Rehearing modifying and clarifying. to the limited extent
addressed therein. the June 19. 1997 Opinion and Order.

(3) On October 20. 1997. applications for rehearing of the Com
mission's September 18, 1997 Entry on Rehearing were timely
filed by Ameritech. AT&T Communications of Ohio (AT&T).
and MCl Telecommunications Corporation (MCI)2 pursuant
to Section 4903.10. Revised Code, and Rule 4901-1-35. Ohio
Administrative Code. Memoranda contra the applications for
rehearing were timely filed by Ameritech and jointly by
AT&T and Mel.

(4) In their joint application for rehearing, AT&T and MCl aver
that the Commission erred in its September 18. 1997 Entry on
Rehearing concerning the application of the 20 percent reduc
tion in shared costs. AT&T and MCI allege that, rather than
adopt their position and reduce the shared cost percentage

Codified as 47 U.S.C. 151 et seq.
Consistent with their earUer practices in this matter. AT&T and MCI submitted a joint application for
rehearing.

01/20/98 TUE 13:57 (TX/RX NO 6501)


